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THE RESIDENTIAL MOVES BY THE ELDERLY TO U, s. CENTRAL CITIES, SUBURBS, AND RURAL

AREAS

ABSTRACT
The 1975-1980 migration stress and net aigration piiiirni of over and

aﬁaii ;Qi 35 persons wvere exeeined using dete £roe the 1980 U.S. eensus.
Central cities and suburbs of metropolitan aress (SSAs) and nomatropolitan
areas (NonSNSAs) wers dietinguiehed as origine and deetinetione. Hbst elderly
Aovers reieceted within a Ieiriy iinited geogrephic context end reveeied -trong
preferencee fbr letropoliten 1tv1ng. Suburban locetions were .afé fevored than
cantral city locations: Net iigraiiaa fiﬁdin§i ey provide mislesding
interpretettonl of elder movers’ locational choices. The nigretieﬁ biiieiﬁi of
differed from those of the mors youthful U.S. populations: The findings
Eigﬁiight eigretion streaas of elderly movers who heve likely experienced

changel in their life;etylei or EGEEEﬁii iesources;

Key ﬂerde. ligretion peiterne, Life cycle, Residential eohility, Age

differences, Hetropoiitenlnonietropoliten locations



THE RESIDENTIAL MOVES BY THE ELDERLY TO U.S. CENTRAL CITIES, SUBURBS, AND RURAL
AREAS!
St-phcn M. Gﬁlunt, Ph.D.2

An tncr-autng nunhir af studies have exanined the movement petterns of

oidur pioplo botwoon U S. notropolitan and nonnetropolitan areas (Fuguitt,

1935). These have documented nontetropoiitan arlai‘ net aigration gains of

iiairif pﬁrsons and the 1ncrcasid inportance of iiériiibﬁ as a éé;ééiéﬁf Sf

;ié;rii populatiun growth (Fuguitt & Towdella, 1986- £ichter et ai., 1981). The

oldcrly persons who moved Iron notropoittan to nonlctropolitan areas butwaon

1965 and 1970 hav. boen tdentified as the forerunners of the well-studied nnd

woil-publtctzad 19701 u.s. nonnetropolitan population growfﬁ turnaround (Fugﬁitt

relocated between states rather than by elderly persons who moved within their
same states. These patterns have 1argely continned through 1980. The most recent
analysis of §b§t:1986 Census data suggests that the population tide nay be

turning again--netropoiitan areas appear to be growing faster than

nonnetropoiitan areas (Fbrstall & Engela, 1936).

unclear. Lacking are ciear baseline findings on how the nigration behavior of

older peopie 1iving in -atragaiiian and aaa.étfapa1séés ééa;s differ. For
exanple, are urban elderly populati&n; more likeiy to move than rural elderly

popqlations; and if éo, do they reiocate to other sinilar urhan places or to tha
very different settings of rural America? Unavailable also is information sbout
the residentisl locations selected by older people who have recently soved to
ihé United States after ii;iié in a foreign country. béipiié their subatantial
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nusbers, little 1: known about the ronidenttai ed;u:tnentn of this group.

Few btndten heve eonnidered whether city or nuburben 1oéetionn are most
favorad by the slderly who move. This is bacause most researchers have treatwd
the iitropoliten area as a honogeneoun geogrephtc nnit. It is 1nplic1t1y assuned

thet elderly populetions who Rove fron one letropoliton area to another are not
reuidentiel nhiftn from the centrel city oI one notropoiiten eree to the suburbs
of another. ﬂiiilerlf, nuBurbn—to-contrel city moves may occur within the very
sane iiéié;SIiEia area (tntrenetropoliten novea:. aotiveted by the greeter
nnnber end veriety of socisl services found 1n the centrei ctty. Hovel by older
psople from rursl areas to central cities also cannot be identified when the

metropolitan area is geographically undifferentiated.

It is true that residential moves by older ﬁioiie are unlikeiy to be a
;ejor detcriinent o£ a pleco'o populetion growth or deciine (Golent, 1979;
Lichter ot el., 1981§. Those noves do repreient, however, one 1nd1cetor of tne
anvironaental edeptetion- nede by older people soeking ploceo to iive that 5§é
acre coumimtent with their lifé-etylee and pereonel resources. They aleo euggest

L3 chnllengen thet Ray be confronted by a con-unity 8 social, economic, ond
pol’ticai inatitutiona trytng to aetisfy the houeing and service neada of their
new elderly residents (Bryant & El-Attar, 1984).

More qenerelly, netropol1tan-nonnetropoiiten nigration strean studies have
not coneidered whether the relocetion petterne of older persone differ
systeaatically from those of younger populations. For example, it is unclear
whether relocating elderly rural populations have as strong a preference for
city 1iving ss younger riral populations or whether the central city elderly ere
Rore e attracted to the suburbs then their younger counterparts? Thus £ew
benchnerki are available egeinet which to assess the significence of older
people’s urben;rurei/city-suourton iéviaé iitterni.
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Finally, we are sometimes unable tc adequately reconcile the findings of
nigration atrean enoiyloi (such as by Longino and his éoiiEESEeii with those of

not uigrotton onelyooe (-uch as by Fuguitt eud his coiieoguos). For exenple, on
the one hend; 1t is Iound that conttnuoul litropolitanizotion oI olderiy

nigrotion fﬁoo oocurroé} during the peot thres census nigrotion periods“

(bongino eﬁ al., 1984, p. 723). On the other hand, vwe are tnforied that over the

pult two doeadoo, nonnotropoiiton areas hovo oxperienced net nigretion gaint of
oldorly poopio (Fuguitt & Tordolle. 1980). Analyseo thet 111uetrete how both

sets of findtugo -ey be accurate are 65616&31? 1i§6i§iﬁi if correct

gonirolizationo ars te be nado about oidoriy peopie s residential relocation
behavior.

This paper sueks to clarify the above issues by analyzing the incidence of
residential soves to U.S. central ciﬁieo, iﬁSﬁrSo, and noﬂietropoliten areas
dﬁriﬁg the éirioé i;ié to 1980 by koth oidor and younger populations living
iﬁiiai iﬁi ééiiiai iﬁi ﬁhttod States. The iigfitioh data available for this

:elple (u.S. Ciﬁsﬁs, 1984) thot eilcwa an exoninotion of both origin-deetinoﬁion
iigrition streas and net migration patterns.
METHODS

Mobility status and ori§ii:éiiii§;iioﬁ inforaation were derived from
questione eeked 1n 1580 of a 16.7x% ealpie (except in governnental 3uriedict1one

under 2,500 inﬁobitante where the sampling rate was 50%) of pereone 1tving in

the United Statee. These decennial census data differed fron coﬁporahle

tobuletions reported 1n the eurrent Population Surve (CPS) because they

1nc1uded perscns in institutions and members of the armed forcee 1i6iﬁ§ on post

in group quartere or barracks. Furthernore, because of the nuch larger siiﬁié

size of the decehﬁiil census data, Eiiﬁiiﬁé errors were much aiiiief.

Persons categorized as "movers" reported a different address in 1980 than

W




five years ssrlier in Aprii, 1978. This represents a c'bn’iaﬁatiéi estinate of
the volume of ;SSiiii? iiﬁco it excludes multiple and return moves within the
fivo yaar poriod, the moves oI parsont to piaces outlido tho Uhitad Statéi, and
the moves of persons who die wtthin tha period (Tucker; 157&5

The 1 £oliowtng 1975 and 1980 origin-destlnation piaco catugoricl ;ér;
distinguiihéd for movers: centre& cities and suburbn (or bulancai) of
netropolitan aracs (SHSAs) aud nonnatrapolitan areas (NonSHSAl). The
interprctetive 1tnitat16na of these U.S. Censul defin.d piacos are
wan-docunntad (Loii§.tii6 at 31.; 1984); Persons who lived outside the Unitad
Unitcd Sﬁeto- auch an A-orican Sansoa, Guan, Virgin Islands, Northern Mariana
Isiends) wers claisifiod as being Iron »abroad”;

To account for the iiisééi of in-migrants from abroad, an “adjusted” net
migration gain or loss category was defined. However, bscause there is no siple
vay of estimating ézi; nusber of emigrants from U.S. metropolitan and
non-atropolitan areai, this measure is necessariiy incoupleté. fs a general
guidu; between 1555 and 1579 the ratio of foreign immigration to ehigration was
estinafed to be about 4 to 1 (Warren and Kraly, 1985) .

To describe the absolute and relative sizel of thé ;i;;;iibﬁ streams to
and from iéirbﬁbiiﬁih tand their central city and suburban components) and
ﬁéﬁiéiiéﬁéiiéiﬁ areas and the amount and rate of net migration, ail movera were
reallocated back to their 1975 origins. Thus, all meesures of nigration £icws
and rates were related ié either the total number of movers originating from
metropolitan or nonmetropolitar places in 1975 or to thase places” 1975
populations (movera plus nonmovers).

The specification of age categories was constrained by the U.S. Census
dats source. It would have been desirabie to distinguish detsiled subgroupings
of the over age 65 and older population, but ihia was not possible. Persons aged
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S to 19 were not unparatoly analyzca because their mobility patterns would
Icrgily aimic those of their paruntn--in the already specified age §§6ﬁ§. 25 to
a4.

RESULTS

ly--The older population with

the highest 1975-1980 mobility rate lived in central citiss (26-5%). Lower
mobility rates ware éiipii7éd by both the suburban (21.1%) and ;6;;e£ropoii£aﬁ

elderly pepulations (20.2%).

jerly noverai--Thc na;ority of notropolitan
;idﬁrii movers relocated within iﬁéir sane letropolitan area (66 92). This vas

aore true fbr central city eiderly movera (7C. 18) than suburﬁan elderiy movers

(63;28) (Table 2).

Only a small percentage 9. 735 of netropoittan elderly movers relocated to

nonmetropolitan 1iving. Over a fifth of nonmetropolitan elderly movers (21.0%)

relocated to netropolitaﬁ areaa (Téﬁlé 3,

ses of eiderily

iéiégg;--iairapoiiiaﬁ arees lost 556ﬁ£ 107,000 elderly §er£ons as & réaﬁii of
their aigration exchanges with nonaetropolitan aress (Table 4). The population
lapact of this losa vas smail, however (ss indicated by SHSA net migration rate
£ 0:6). In contrast, the corresponding net gains of elderly movers by

(1
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nonaeEropoittan areas had a somewhat greater 1npact tnet ntgretion rete of 1.4)
becauss of the ssaller -1:. 61 Eﬁe nonnetropoliteu eid¢r17 pOpnlation.

If one takes into account tha numbar of elderly in-migrants from abroad
(who predoninentay lovod to litropolitan deitinationei. then the net loee of

eiderly Rovers by metropolitan araas shrinks to Juat over 4,000.

e 7*--01der people

noving fron one letrcpolitan area to another predo:iuently éheee to live in

suburban (70.5%) rather than central city locations (29. Sx). This was more true
for eldorly perloni titng £rom netropolitan euburbe (74.23) than for those
novlng from netropolitan central cities (56.7*) (Table 5): The neJority of

eld-rly sovars from nonnetropolitan areas also seiected the suburbs to live

netropoiiten areas (54;385. .

Intranetropolitan moves by the elderly alao .xhibited a atrong suburban
biaa. The flow of eiderly perlone froi the central city to the suburbs waa about
threa times the size of the flow 61 .1aaf1y persons from the suburbs to the

éé;éiii éiiy; §ep§ré£e ahiiieei tﬁéi iﬁéﬁﬁ in Table 5) of the cenirii Eit§ and

perspective. These revealed that ‘7 38 of elderly centrgl city movers relocated
to the suburbs (73.7% within centsal cities), while 22:0% of elderly suburben

movers relocated to the central city (78. ox Qithin suburba) .

Central ¢ ' ;aiﬁigind 1oseee;--9§i;;;iiy as a

resuit of their pbﬁniiiibh axchanges with the suburbs (-481,207) and to a
analler extant with nonsstropolitan areas (-76,976), central cities lost a large
nunber (-538,183) of elderly puople. Furthermore, thia ioss had & relatively
large population impsct (net iigraiian rate of 6.4) (Table 4). These lossas were

-6
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priiarily rosponsiblo Ior th overail 1olt¢s of oidlrly people froa notropoiitan

onpaiod.--Thi elderly vere lass
likely to aove than the population aged 45 to 64, but thair
notropoiitan/nonuotropol1tan and central city]suburban noving pattorn‘ were vary
siuiiar to this younger population. The naJor difforoncon axiutod bitwoon oldor
sovera and those agoﬂ 20 to 44, oopeoiaiiy with the population at the younger
ond of this agc diutrihution. coipared with these younger popuiation groupu,
oidor ROVers vera lo;u nobllo, vere more llkoly to roiocato within thoir
oxiitiﬁg lotropolitan areas or within thetr oxisting noniotropolitan county, and
vers generally aLTe likoly to ho attracted to nonnetropolitan and suburban

places:

Centrai cities oniy oxpcriiucod net nigration gains of peraons aQEE 20 to 24.

or losses had a grcater 1upact (higher net uigration rates) on the younger
aatropoiiton and nonnetropoiitan populationa.
DISCUSSION

The residential moves aade by the msjority of todey’s older Americana
suggest that their life-styles and personal rescurces are more congruent with
urban than rural environments. Like Longino (1980, p. 209), who analyzed
cowparable 1965-1570 etro-nonmetro Roving patterns, we conclude that the ahifts
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of older paopla ...“hardly l—apraaan€?~a atrong "current of algratton“ away fron
the graat centers of commerce and inauaﬁry.

Bitropolltan areas’ nat ltgratlon losaat of alderly paople revealed ibia
anut the populatton atructuri and dynaaica of large and saall 9aographtc areas

then thay dld about the algratlon (strean) beﬁavior of alderiy paopla (Tuckar,
1976; Wardwell, 1977). The shear size of the older population in iéi:réﬁbiii:ah
areas will by itself gusrantes s substsntisl nuaber of movers £o nonastropolitan
sreas: While only 9.7% of the mobile metropolitan elderly or 2.3 of the total
Iatropolltan alderly populaﬁlon (l.a., aovera and nonaovara) actually aovad to

aideriy paraona. Uhila gainlng these new raaldanta, nonaatropolttan areas loat
only 313,403 outalgranta to aatropolltan areas. Thus ﬁ&iiéiiépélliaﬁ areas
axparlancad population growﬁﬁ from thaaa aiéiatlbn aiciaﬁéii aven i&aﬁgk tkilf
cutaigrants constituted 21X of their aoblle alderly population or 4.2x of their
total aldarly populatlbﬁ (i.e., movers and nonmovera): iiiﬁiiﬁé the same raia of
aldarly outalgration fron nonaatropolttan araaa, it can be shown that leaa than
7.2% of the mobile aldarly latrcpolltan populatlon would have had to relocate to
nonmetropolitan srass for metropolitan eress £o have achieved nat migration
gaina of slderly people.

Tﬁe net effacts of thaaa aichangea on the alza oI .ha alaariy populatton

placs'a ln-algranta ¢for exaaple; their llfé-it?léi; héalth atatﬁi; Gilﬁéi, and
;iiaéﬁai ééiééiééé) differ £roa thoae of ita current Eliéili Eéiiaéﬁia, if one
is gblng to speculate on the 1lpact that a new populatlon has on a coaaunlty'a
aocial and politicai fabric.

Phile the movas of most elderly persons did not suggest any strong

attraction to rurai living, their migration stresms did reveal their strong



;;;?;;;béii for the lower density and less congestive iivihg bf iﬁi metropoliten
suburbs. ls a Tesult, central cities lost & large number of elderly residents to
tﬁ. auburbs (Gai;;é; i§$§; Ebiiﬁi; éﬁaiiiii & Daichea, i§§§; Wiseman & ﬁiraii.
1877): This finding is significent beceuss saveral ressarchers have axprecaed
concern over whether the Anerican suburbs have an iéiﬁﬁaii service
iﬁfiiiiiiéiﬁii to mest the needs of th.ir current aging residents. At issua then
is whothor th.li new wavas of suburban etdoriy in-:tgrunts will exacerbate
furthcr--iipiexally in the future, as they age in place--this apparentily growing

gap betwaen oiaoriy s.rvtc. dilandi and luburban rescurces (6utowukt, 1981;
Logan. 1984). Past riiiarch 1nquxr1.s that have treated nntropolitan areas as

undtfftrintiatod geographic d-stinations hava conliitently overlookod this

Three groupl of aldérly sovars distinguished thenseivea blcauie they

favored ccntral city over suburban locations as placnt tb live. Thoir
residential shifts dessrve further . scrutiny if only to batter understand the
reasons behind and success of their environmental adsptations:

ene group uub:tantially changed their living environnants--they Roved fron
a nunlotropclitan iétting to the central city of a ietropolitan area. Such a

major chanse 1n living environaant iuggeated that thena moves were made in

response Eo new 1ndividual deqands for the aocial and nedicai services that are
uauaiiy more uvailable in high density urban cores:
n second group 1nc1uded oider residanta who had lived in central citias,

and after noving opted to reaain in their centrel city 1ocatiohs rather than to

relocate to their litrbpolitan area’s suburbs. Noves by this group uould appear
to bs ubtivated len- by the overali attributas af central city living than by

the undesirable aspeets of thnir dﬁéllihgi or ﬁéighhbfﬁb&&i;

A tﬁird group of aidﬁtly persona who favored centrui cities had previouslv

lived abroad: Central cities have traditionaiiy provided a variety of social end
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niﬁi;iai advantagcl for ricont cthnic populationl, 80 that thi- was not an

.-p.ciaily iurpriniﬁg finding. anethelo--, we do not know a8 gs .&E éééi about
iithor the porsonal success of these moves or thatr 1upact on the already

-trainod central city .orvtcc auppiy. Nor have we carefully exemined how tho

R.sulta lhowing that the a novtng pattarni uf the population over ago 65

dif?;r;& iion thone of thc und.r 45 age group, but not fron the 45 to &4 age

group tuggint that prefar.nccn for urban and rural 1iving do not changc

ntgration analytoi that can distinguiah the conperable noving adjustments of the

over aga 75 U.S. populatidn.
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Table 1. Percentage of 1975 Metropolitan (SMSA) and Nonmetropolitan (NonSMSA)

Populations That Moved Between 1975 and 1980; By Age

o ,,,,,,,,/7777195?5 Residence

SMSA Total U.S.

Age Central _Total U.S. Movers. Residents

Group _ J:i'iatiLJﬁEjj Suburbs . _NonSMSA % No. (in 000s) (in 000s)

5+ 46.5 52.1 42.0 42.1 45.5 93,696 206,391
20 - 24 68.5 7.4 66.0 73.0 69.6 14,328 20,583

8.4 8l.4  75.3 73:2 77.2 14,541 18,831
30 - 4 54:5  61.7  49.0 46.5 52.7 22,265 42,285
45 - 64 26.8  31.4  23.5 23.0 25.9 11,485 44,357

65+ 23.6 26.5 211 20.2 22.6 5,816 25,691
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Table 2. Destinations of Metropolitan (SMSA) Residents Who Moved

_Between 1975 and 1980, By Age (percentage distributions)

—_— 1980 Destination Residence

Relocated Relocated
1975 Within to Relocated
origin of Saii Di fferent to _ Totel Movers
Residence  _ _smsa  _ _ susA NonSHSA 2 No. (in 0003)
Aie 5+
SMSA Total 65.1 25.8 9. 100:0 72,043

Central City  66.9 25.1 8.0 100:0 35,57
Suburbs 63.2 26.5 io.3 100.0 38;&36
Afg’e 20-24

SMSA Total 607 29.7 9.6 100:0 10,577
Central City  62.3 29.2 85 1000 5,007
Subiirbs 59.3 30.2 10.5 100.0 5,570

SMSA Total 66.0 27.7 8.3 100:0 11,310
Central City  62.8 29.2 8:0 100:0 5,999
Suburbs 65.4 26.0 8:7 100.0 ‘5;5i5

Afgfe 30-44

SMEA Total 66.2 25.5 83  100.0 17,770
Central City  67.4 25.2 7.4 1000 8,726
Suburbs 65.1 35.7 9.2 100:0 9,084

Age 45-64 '

SMSA Total 67.2 22.9 10,0 100.0 9,015
Centeal City  71.6 203 81  100.0 4,399
Suburbs 62.9 35.3 1.7 100.0 4,616

_Age 65+

SMSA Total 66.9 23.4 9.7 100.0 4,323
Central City  70:1 21.7 8.1 100.0 2,290
Suburbs 63.2 25.3 11.6 100.0 2,032

|

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T TR R



Table 3. Destinations of Nonmetropolitan (NonSMSA) Residents Who Moved
Between 1975 and 1980, By Age (percentage distributions)

_______ 1980 Destination Residence I

Relocated Within

NonSMSA Relocated

Age Same Different " to Total Movers

__Group _Total éoimi:y County SMSA _ % No: (in 000s)
Age 5+ 7%.0 54.1 19.9 26.0 100.0 21,653
Age 20-24 66.8  46.1  20.6 33.2 100.0 3,751
Age 30-44 75.2  55.7 19.5 24.8 100.0 4,496
Age 45-64 78.8  59.7  19.1 21.2 100.0 2,470

Age 65+ 79.0  60:5 18.4 21.0 100.0 1,493
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Table 4. Central City,; Soburban, and ﬁonﬁéttopolithn Net Migracion Patterns; 1975-1980:

_—————1975-80 Net Migration Gains or Losses

Central
e —— SMSAs Cities ___ Suburbs NonSMSAs

U.S. Net Migration Gain or Loss
U.S. In-migration from Abroad

Adjusted Net Migration Gain or Loss

U.S. Net Migration Gain or Loss
U.S. In-migration from Abrosd

Adjusted Net Migration Gain or Loss

U.S. Net Migration Gain or Loss
U.S. In-migration from Abroad

Adjusted Net Migration Gain or Loss

U.S. Net Migration Gain or Loss
U:S: In-migration from Abroad

Adjusted Net Migration Gain or Loss

U.S. Net Migration Cain or Loas
U:S. In-migration from Abroad

Adjusted Net Migracion GCain or Loss

U.S:. Net Migration Gain or Loss

U.S. In-migration from Abroad

Adjusted Net Migration Gain or Loss

Age 5+
=596,072 (0.6) -6,976,327 (10.2) 5,980,255 ( 6.9) 995;072 (1:9)

3,532,071 (2.3) 1,886,626 ( 2.8) 1,645,445 ( 1.9) 399,765 €0.7)
2,535,999 (1.6) -5,089,701 ( 7.5) 5,980,255 ( 8.8) 1,395,837 (2.7)

- __Age 20-24

235,691 (1.5) 12,535 ( 0.2) 223,156 ( 2.8) -235,691 €4:6)

560,047 (3.6) 331,340 ( 4.7) 228,707 ( 2.7) 65,459 (1.3)
795,738 (5.2) 343,875 ( 4.9) 451,863 ( 5.4) -170,232 (3.3)

Age 25-29

27,749 (0.2) -1,195,235 (16.2) 1,222,984 (17.3) -27,749 (0.6)
607,536 (4.2) 341,99 ( 4.6) 265,540 ( 3.8) 78,032 (1.8)
635,285 (4.4)  -853,239 (11.8) 1,488,524 (21.1) 50,283 (1.1)

Age 30-44

-362,573 (1.1) -2,273,806 (16.1) 1,911,233 (10.3) 362,573 (3.8)
889,162 (2.7) 448,031 ( 3;2) 441,131 ( 2.4) 100,488 (i.0)
526,589 (1.6) ~-1,825,775 (12.9) 2,352,364 (12.7) 463,061 (4.8)

Age 45-64

-sfa;séé (0:1) -1,020,756 ( 7.3)  846;219 ( 3.3) 374,535 (3.3)
360,398 €0.1) 188,603 ( 1.4) 171,795 € 0.9) 30,395 (0.3)
-14,137 (0.04) -832,151 ¢ 5.9) 814,014 ( 4.2) 404,930 (3.8)

__ Age 65
-106,935 €0:6) 558,183 ( 6.4) 451,248 ( 4.7) 106,935 (1.4)

102,566 (0.6) 55,693 € 0.6) 46,873 ( 0:5) 6,824 €0.1)

4,369 (0.02) =502,490 ( 5.8) 498,121 ( 5.2) 113,759 (1.5)

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are net migration rates (per 100 persons) using 1975 populatiocns as base.

“Adjusted" net migration gains or losses reflect the flow of persons to U.S. from abroad,
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Table 5. City-Suburban Destinations of Movers Relocating Within SMSAs; From

Different SMSAs, From NonSMSAS and From Abroad Between 1975 and 1980,

iy Age ipe_rcentpgé diatributionsi

1975 Origin

_of Residence 5S¢ 20-24 _ 25-20 _ 30-46 . 45-6h 65+
Frow Within Same SHSA
Within Central City 35.4 35.5 35:6 33.3 37.0 40.5
Prom Central City to Suburbs 15:4  13:1 16,5  16.7  15.0  15.2
Within Suburbs 43.2 42.6 41.3 4.7 42.6 39.0
From Suburbs to Central City 5.9 8.8 6.6 5.3 5.4 5.4
Total X 100.0  100.0 1000  100.0  100.0  100.0
Number (in 000s) 46,870 6,423 7,234 11,767 6,056 2,891
From Different SMSA
To Central Cities 37.5 49:3 42:6 33.6 30.7 29.5
To Suburbs 62:5 0.7 514 664 69.3  70.5
Total £ 100:0  100.0  100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0
Number (in 000s) 18,555 3,143 3,135 4,527 2,063 1,011
From Central City of Different SMSA
To Ceatral Cities 42:6  52:0 467 397 36.8  33.3
To Suburbs 7.4 48.0  53.3 603 63.2  66.7
Total £ 100:0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0
Number (in 000s) 8,900 1,461 1,75 2,203 89 498
From Suburbs of Different SMSA
To Central Cities 32,9 47.0 3155 2.8 26.0  25.8
To Suburbs 67.1 530 62.5  712.2 4.0 74.2
Total % 100.0  100:0  100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0
Number (in 000s) 9,655 1,682 1,381 2,32 1,169 513
From NonSMSA
To Central Cities 40:1  50:2  42:6 3.5 3.7 345
To Suburbs 59.9  49.8  57.4  65.6  66.3  65.5
Total * 100:0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0  100.0
Nober (in0008) 5,622 1,247 968 1,113 523 313
From ii:rod
To ééni:’rii Cities 53.4 59.2 56.3 50.4 52.3 54.3
'i‘a QnBﬁrbs 46.6 40.8 43.7 49.6 47.7 45.7
Total % 100.0  100.0  100.6  100.0  100.0  100.0
Number (in 000s) 3,532 560 608 889 360 103




